Grand Canyon National Park
Colorado River Management
and Planning

CRMP NEWSLETTER - NOVEMBER 1989

N1623(GRCA)

Dear Friends of the Grand Canvon:

The Coloraao River Management Plan (CRMP) 1s finalized and has been posted 1in the
Federai Register ror 30 davs. A copy of the Finding of No Signiricant Impact

signed bv the Regionai Director and the Svnopsis of Public Comment to the drart
CRMP are enclosed.

Grand Canvon National Park has determined that the cost of mailing the rinai plan

1s prohibitive. The mailing cost of the draft CRMP was 34,000. The National
' Technical Information Service will print and distribute the final plan for

approximately 15 dollars and should be available December 15. The address 1s:

United States Department of Commerce
National Technical Information Service
5285 Port Royal Road

Springfield, Virginia 22161

The Colorado River Management Plan 1is available for review at Grand Canvon
National Park. Copies of the plan are also located in the mailn branch of public

libraries 1n Flagstatf. Phoenix. Tucson. Salt Lake City. Cedar City. Denver.
Reno. San Francisco. and Sacramento.

The Colorado River Management Plan will be responsive, on an annual basis. to
results of research, monitoring programs, and public and constituent group input.
Interested persons are encouraged to submit comments to the Superintendent for
consideration at any time for use in the annual review.

The Glen Canyon Environmental Studies (GCES) began in December 1982 to determine
the 1mpact of operations of the Glen Canyon Dam on the downstream ecological and
environmental resources within the Grand Canyon National Park and the Glen Canyon
National Recreation Area. In 1988, the first GCES report indicated that the
operation of Glen Canyon Dam has substantial adverse effects on downstream
environmental and recreational resources. However. due to the fact
that the studies were conducted during years of record high runoff of
‘ the Colorado River. it was determined that additional studies
concerning the impact of low and fluctuating flows were needed.
These studies will now be encompassed in the preparation of an
Environmental Impact Statement requested on July 27. 1989 by
Secretary of the Interior. Manual Lujan. Grand Canyon National Park

will incorporate results of these studies in the future management of
the Colorado River.




3. LOWER GORGE MANAGEMENT:

Interim guldelines have been designea to regulate use coming upriver
from Lake Mead during deveiopment of a comprehensive Coloraao River
Lower Gorge Management Plan.

h. RIVER TRIPS CONDUCTED FOR RESEARCH PURPOSES:

A method was defined ror appiication of river trips conducted for
research purposes.

Grand Canvon National Park thanks ail who contributed i1n the review orf the
Colorado River Management Plan.

Sincerelyv,

/ fl o) | ’ ~
i »L\Cuw —
John H. Davais

’ _/Sﬁ’perlntendent



“INDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT i¥PACT
fOR
1989 REVISICN - CCLORADO RIVER MANAGEMENT PLAN
SRAND CANYON NATICNAL PARK, ARIZONA
JULY, 1989

YATURE OF THE PROPOSAL AND ALTERNATIVES CCNSIDERED:

'n 1987, Grana Canyon Nationat Park pegan review ot the Ccisrago River Management Plan (CRMP)Y,
througn a public orocess that resuitted 1n qevetopment Of a aratt (revisea) pian and environmentat
issessment. -2 environmental assessment evatuated only two alternatives: ccntinuead management

unaer the 1981 plan; anag, the 1ni1Tiation of management uncer the revisea olan (the prererrea alterna-
tive).

In evaluating tne proposal, the envirormmental assessment ccnsigerea the effects of changes proposead
by the revisea pLan, cComOaring 1ts 'moacts to those or the 1981 olan. The 1981 plan assumea that the
1979 CRMP Environmental [mpact Statement was still valid ana comoinea provisions of severat ot the
slternatives evatuated in the 1979 EIS: thus, tne environmental assessment ftcr the revisea (1989)
slan tierea ort the 1979 EIS. [n assessing cumutative imoacts, (ne environmentat assessment tor the
-Lrrent oropesal conctudes that the revised plan consistS cf soerational rerinements and goes not

.opear o estapblish actions and incremental 1moacts aaversely arrecting naturat ana cuitural resours
-es pevona tncse Levels resutting unaer tne 1981 ptan.

SUMMARY OF PUSLIC REVIEW:

{n Marcn ot 1987, CRMP review was initiated with the maiiing or <000 notifications to individuais,
meata, INnterest groups, congressionat delegations ana cocoerating agencies; cver 1000 planning guiges
were requested by those interested 1N CONTribUtiNg to the identitication of major issues. [n July or
1987, the parx oegan revision ot the Colorado River Management Plan with a workshop to discuss
Colorado River management issues with researchers, concessioners and public constituents. {n Marcn
1988, an issue workbook was mailed to approximatety 400 individuals, agencies and institutions tor
their review ana input (over 50 were returned); puoiic meetings were held in Flagstaff, AZ, Denver,
€O, and Reno, NV, during April ana May (with approximately eighty-four individuals attending).
fFollowing evaiuation of comments, Oraft Preferred Alternatives were deveiopea and presented 1n
meetings neld in mid-July with the Grana Canvon Concessioner's Steering Committee and the Constituent
Advisory Committee (made up of naturat and social science researchers, noncommercial user groups,
commercial river guides ana envirormental organizations). [n August, the Preferred Alternatives were
mailed out, with comments receivea from the puoiic for a 30 day period. Cn Novemoer 10, 1988, a
Oraft Colorago River Management Plan/Environmental Assessment was distriputea to over 500 ingivia-
uals, agencies and institutions; the 30-day review period was announcea 1n the federat Reagister 1n
Novemoer, 1788. Cn Decempoer 20, 1588, the public review period was extenaeg an additionat thirty
days, for those neeaing additional time to formutate comments. Cne hunared ana thirty written
responses were received during the entire public review period, twenty four of which were received
during the extension period. A summary of public comments was prepared. Soth a draft of this
FINDING and the summary of public comments were made avaiiable for a 30-day public review period, as

announced in the Federal Register, dated July 24, 1989, on page 30800. Tweive copies of the FINDING
were requested and distributed; no comments were received.

SUMMARY OF MITIGATION MEASURES:

The plan provides for improvea management and monitoring througn its adootance of limits of accep-
table change and a defined researcn and monitoring program; seasonal contact/crowding levels are

specified, ana acceptable influence of recreationat use on natural and cultural resources, traiting
development and water quality are gefined.

The Nationat Park Service conducted an informat section 7 consuttation with the US Fish and Wildlife
Service. The primary impacts on (1Steq species, 'n particutar: the humoback chub, batd eagte ana
peregrine falcon are, more tikely than not, due to the direct result of the operations of Glen Canvon
Dam. Any changes in visitor use due to the imptementation of the Revised CRMP wouid be minor ana
incremental to existing impacts. To the best of our knowledge, past river use by visitors has had no
discernible impact on these species. This is not to say, categoricaily, that impacts do not exist.

The CRMP is a dynamic document. The intent of the National Park Service is to revise the CRMP, es-
peciaily witn respect to the arorementioned spectes, as soon as the current researcn associlatedg with
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(MPACT / MITIGATION MATRIX

c4RK: G(rana Canvon Nationat Park

SR0JECT: 1989 Colorado River Management Plan Revision
[MPACT PRESCRIBED MITIGATION AND
RESPONSIBILITY
Counting or Commerciat deaanead trics, 1. “onrtoring will be necessary to det-

Traveling downriver with emoty boats to Phan-

. o ermine ' the action accomptisnes 1tsdesirea
om Ranch, against the launcn Limit for tne

zay of launch is intendea to reauce ccngestion objective, of regucing CcONTacts and crowaing
ina  crowading gownriver, as resutted under tne downstream cof Phantom Ranch. The opjec-
‘781 plan where ceaaheaas coutd launcn aiong tive of the monitoring will be to assess the
~ith a fullscheaute of 166 persons launcn- launcn cays of those groups witn which the
‘~g. Though wuntikely, this action coutd act- deagheaa tripsmake contacts, rotlowing 1ts
.,ally resutt in increased crowding, or 1tmay taking on passengers at Phantom Ranch.

e possible that aogttionat crowaing ccutad Other mcnitoring programs snoutd indicate
-2 mitigated througn an atternative tauncn normatl ccntact/crowalng  leveis in the ao-
‘Zenarto.

sence ot ceaaneading trips. Lxoarison ot
the two may 1ndicate neea tC rerine the
deagheaa scheouling proceaure. Jesponst-
bility: Resources Management.

2. Supplementat launcnes 1ntendea to 2. Monttoring will be necessary to as-
provide private users equitable access to the cess wnether sociolngical impacts will occur
user-aay ailocation may result in socioiogical for those groups double launcning together.
impacts to the groups that doublie-t{auncnh Assessing such impact will require sociolog-
together; these groups may compete for ical science methodology, which must be
campsites or spend periods of time in sight undertaken througn sociologists;this work

of each other that are unacceptabie to one cannot be undertaken eartierthan FY-90.

or both of the groups. Funding has been requested. Possible mitiga-

tions, 1f indicated by monitoring, may inclu-
de: allowing double launches, but wWith
groups with different itinerariesonty; double
launcnes on high launch days, so that down
stream contacts are with faster poats that
launchned on (ow density {aunch dates; and
reduction of launches from bpoth the come
mercial and noncommercial sectors. Res-
ponsibility:Resources Management.

3. Defined management objectives, in 3.
the form of Limits of Acceptable Change are
included in the plan.

Monitoring programs necessary to
support these management cbjectives are
specified in the matrices outtining the Limits
of Acceptapie Change. [ f impacts/influence-
/chanae occurs, as indicatea by monitoring,
above those leveisspecified as acceptabte,
the prescriped means of assuring accomoptish-
ment will be impiemented; some actions may
best be accomptished following an action
speciticenvironmental assessment, in order
to assure adequate public invotvement in



Sutmary ot Public Zomment
Jyovemoer 10, 1988 to January ¢0, 1529

Jyovempoer |G28 Dratrt Colorago River Management Plan
Jrana Canyon Nationat Parx

The puniic review period for the Dratt Cclorado River management Plan was initiatly Novemoer 10, 1788 to
Secemper ¥, G88. Cn Oecemper ¢0, 1538 the review period was extendea to January 20, 1589. C.ring tne
initial ana extencea review perioas 131 letters were receivea, ccaraining over 600 comments. Feopte
commentea on all aspects of the ptan ana 1tS apoendices, and acdressed egiting, overati content, ine

Stanning process, ana the environmentat review porocess, as well as specific issues ana cnanges trom the
orevious ptlan.

for evaiuation of comments. (ctTers were groupea into fcur categories: cutfitters; professionat river
juides; researcners, organizations, and ingividuals having close i1nvolvement Witn the park; and the

general pubtic. All four groups commentea on a wide range of issues, DUt certain issues were more
important tc some groups than otners,

The Generat Public (55 letters, 222 comments) commented on atl aspects of the plan, with many comments
on severat of the proposea changes to management policies that atfect non-commercial users:
aaministrative cnarges, ccntinuing 1nterest and participant rutes, and the geterrat poticy. Many atlso
commentea on the allocation between commercial and non-commerciatl sectors.

Outtitters (30 letters, 73 comments) had a orimary i1nterest 1n the allocation or user 4avs ror
commerciat seconaary season use.

Professionat River Guides (24 letters, '3 comments) commentea on a wide range oOf 1ssues, ana were
particularty concernea with the i1ssue of overcrowding 1n the river corriaor.

Researcners and Organizations (22 letters, 177 comments) aodressed many issues, in particular overatl
plan content ana internal consistency, resources monitoring, the environmental review orocess, ana
proposea new guidelines tor researzn trips in the Coloraco River corridor.

In the following summary, comments have been groupea according to the table of contents of the ptan.
Generat comments on the plan as a whole are presentea first.
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3t souna Cclorago River management oollcies, ana an 1n ceotn mcnitoring Sroaram.,

‘0 peopte encouragea thne NPS tc taxe a stronger stance on 80R operationat orciceaures for
Glen Canvon vam, ana to make cComMITmeNts IO atterpt tC reduce qetelerious errects.

Response: <oferences to the NPS responsioiiity retative to 1ts retationsnio o 80R ana
review or Glen Canyon vam operaticns were strenatrened. S.me monitoring Bresrams
outlinea i1n the Limits ot Acceptacie Lhange appenalx aaopt GCES stuay metnccoiogles.

3. Commerciat/noncosmerciat allocation: i7 zomments

Most of these commenters exoresseg disapoointment thRat the 1ssue of ‘ecuity or

allocationsaccess petween commercial ana noncommercial users* was NOt acaressead in the
plLan.

One person supported retatning 115,500 user days 1n the commercial sector.

Response: A totat of 38 suootemental launcnes per primary season were acdea (o the
scheoutle as a means OT 1MOroving noncommerciat access (O the noncommerciat atiocation:
the NPS chose tnis atternative over attemoting a ~eatlocation DY DOroviaing a3 method whicn
allows TOor an 1ncrease 1n utii1zation Or fthe nomcommerciatl atlocation.

4. Fishing trips: « comments

3 peoote supportea the pParxk*s Ceci1sion not tO 3aliCw commerciat rishing tr*

. 25 10 tne
canyon.

1 person stated that the parx shcutd devetiop a poticy to allow tnese trics.

Response: Public response generated in oublic meetings prior to the arart CRMP indicated
a generat lack of support tor cevetopment of a specialized user group.

5. Wilderness: 4 comments

4 peoptLe said that the wilderness i1ssue needs to be aadressea in the ptan.

Response: Wilderness proposals for Grand Canvon Nationat Park have peen mage as part of
the puotic land‘s inventory.

6. Resource issues: / comments

Comments 1nctuded assessments that the plan was a ratting pian ana did not acequatety
address management of the resource, or aodress otner uses ot the river corrigor such as
use of beacnes by backpackers ana fishermen.

5 peopie considered fishermen‘s camps in Marble Canyon to be a major proolem with
significant impacts on the envircnment.

Response: The scope of this plan has been identified in the introauction to the final
plan.

7. Other: 9 comments

Inctuded comments that the plan should also aoaress: helicopter use at Whitmore wash,

motorized use of the river, and emergency operations for situations involving hazardous
materiats.

Response: The infiuence of Public Law 100-91, ana its provision of a heliccoter corridor

for taxeouts at whitmore, is aiscussea in the Limits of Acceptapie Change appenaix; the
wWhitmore Wash Trail will be maintained for possibie mute ana hiker takeouts.
The motors issue was not evaluated.

Hazarcous materials contingencies will be coverea in a park hazardous wastes pian.

e. Miscellaneous: 14 comments



1 person telt that 1t fees were '1moosed. ali users, zcmmercial and noncommercial snould oe

chargea, with the monev to De used girectly to fund researcn, mon1toring, and renaoiiitation in
the river ccrridor.

Response: fee scneaules were crangea to $25 * get on the waiting (:st ang $50 launcn fee.
Authority to charge tees citeg--36 CFR 71.10. Sec. !-%, Sceciat Recreaticn Permits ang Spectat
Recreation Permit fees, tc be used directly for river management DUrooses. Z.mmercial companies
are requirea to pay a francnise tee (approximatety ¢-!/4% of gross annuat revenues).

d. Scheduting of Noncommercial Launcn Dates: 12 corments
6 peopte opposea 2 year aavancea scheauting.
2 people supported 2 year advanceda scneauting.

Other commenters suggested that peopte shoutd be given the option of one or twWOo vear advance
scheduling, ana that this poLicy Snoula be 1nstituted on an experimentat Dasi1s onty.
Response: 2-vear schedguling was adopted to etiminate a (rip gererrat rate or nearty 50%; the

noncommercial Operating requirements wWill be reviewea on a yearty 0asis and this can pe changed
shoutd 1t Drove Not to De SUCCessSTul.

e. Noncommercial Double Launches and Resuttant Effects on Lommercial Launcn Calenaars: 22
comments

15 support double tauncnes as a means of imOroving access to the noncommercial user dav
allocation.

7 commenters felt that douple launcnes shoutd be a temporary poticy until impacts are monitored

and evailuated, since the erfects of double lLauncnes may be i1n conttict with the management
objectives of the ptan.

4 peopie stated that double launches will increase crowding; one slternative prquosed was to
increase the group size Limit for noncommercial trips in order to allow more private boaters on
the river without compromising the goals and objectives of the CRMP.

10 peopte opposea double launches; some felt that couble launches coutd be tolerated in the
secondary use season.

2 commenters opposed the reguction of the commerciai Limit from 150 to 134 on noncommerctal
double Launch days.

Response: Oouble taunches will help assure noncommercial access to their allocation and ghev’r
impacts will be monitored and aodressea in the LAC process. Should there be a determination that

there are unacceptable contacts and crowding, then reduction of trips couid occur for both
sectors, as identified in the LAC.

f. Noncommerciai Continuing interest and Participant Rules: 32 comments.

17 supported the flexibility of the continuing interest requirement of “one missed deadl ine";

some commenters asked that the continuing interest requirement be eliminated altogether, and some
wished to be abie to apply for permits year rouna.

3 peopte support retention of the annual continuing interest rule as
revision.

imptemented prior to the
12 support the change to allow peopie on the waiting list to participate in one other

noncommercial trip, some commenting that permit hotders shouid be atlowea untiimited opportunity
to participate in other private trips.

Response: Relaxed continuing interest rules further increases noncommercial access to the

Colorado River; the flexibility of the eontinuing-interest and the trip participant rule were
adopted in response to comments received in the 2-year review period.



2 peopte SUDOOrT Tne new guigeiines.

T commercial operators SUDDOrt equal aLiocation of winter use, wiln eguat access o ne user aay
ooot.

>

commercial operators SubDOrt wWinter atlccation pasea on nistoric use.

7 felt that the formuta usea for winter use allocation 1S £aseg on vears Not necessartity

representative OT Winter use, and that ccmpanies snoula be notiried in advance 7L certain years
will be usea to acetermine nistoric use atLiocations.

Other comments suggested eliminating the user 4dav poot 1n the winter; atlowing transrer ot unusea
sutmer ailocation to winter; increasing winter use; and allowing “motor onty' ccomdanies to run
oar trips 1n the winter so that they would have equat access (O the poot.

Response: The ptan nas peen cnangea to tne tollowina: “Thig plan awaras all nistoricat users
sneir average allocation rrom Uctober |, '581 througn Aprii 30, 1987. 1f 3 ccroany talled to
iverage over 300 user davs, thevy were atlotted a base atiocation or 300 user aavs. At 20

sompanies nave Deen given an equal snare or the remaitning user aavs.' This cnange aiiows more

aqual access (O tnhe seconaary season user Gay atilaotment tnan 1n tne arart clan.

k. Noncommerciat User Oav Pool: 16 comments

11 support a noncommercial user day pcot.

3 oppose a noncommerciat user cay poot, with the comment that this will 1ncrease crcwaing.

2 suggest compining the commerciat ana noncommerciat user Qay poots.

Response: The Plan 1nctudes a noncommercial user day poot, paraileling that or the commerciatl
sector, which wiil help improve access.

l. Lower Gorge Mansgement: comments under Appenaix f.

m. Noncommercial Deferrat Policy: 26 comments.

All comments opposea the elimination or the deferrat policy, citing extenuating circumstances
such as i1ilness or tegitimate scheouting probtems as justification for 1ts continuea use.

Response: Oeferrats wiil not be allowea untess the permittee nas a contirmea meaical prootem
that will not aillow them to participate 1n a river trip. Exceptions may be requested 1n Writing

addressea to the Chief of Visitor and Resource Protection. Oeferrats are the cnief obstruction
causing unwarrantea delays in gaining access to the river.

IV. Appendix A: Resource Monitoring Program: 44 comments

The monitoring program was viewed by many commenters as an important part of the plan. 11 general

comments on the monitoring program voiced concerns over such matters as responsibiiity for the programs,

frequency of monitoring, review ot results, amoitiousness ot the program, integration of Glen Canyon
Environmentat Studies resuits ana actual accomotishment.

Other comments addressea refinement of proposed programs, or the aodition of new programs, for topics

such as: water quality, enangerea species, ragionuctides, geologic hazaras, and fisnermen ana hiker
trash in Marbte Canvyon.

Response: Monitoring programs are an integrat part of the CRMP.

V. Apperxdix B: tevels of Acceptrable Change (LAC): 48 comments

Generat Cooments:

17 fully support the LAC'S; some propose inciuding in the boav of the plan.

7
-

support the LAC or its concept but were concerned either apout the Levei of pubtic involvement used in
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lesponse: The environmental assessment creparea for tne revision or tne Colorado River Management Plan
rierea off the envirommentat i1mpact statement creparea 1n (979, wnicn generatly assessead tne imoacts of
-ne same i1ssues present 1n 1989. A5 SUCh. the envirommental assessment was used UC evatuate the 1moacts
5t cnanges 1n the 1989 plan over tnat or tne 1981 pian; t-cugn i1ndeeq 1MO3acts, many or the 1ssues

-31seq were petievea tO De the resutt of other management or ot cther tegistatea autnority.



